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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Claims 1-20 are pending in this application. Claims 1-3, 5, 12-16, 18, and 19 stand 
rejected. In view of the preceding amendments and following remarks, reconsideration and 
allowance of all pending claims are respectfully requested. 

Figures 

Replacement drawings are submitted herewith in accordance with the requirements of the 
Office Action dated January 26, 2005. 

Claim Objections 

The Office Action dated January 25th, 2005 objected to claims 1, 4-5, 7, 1 1-12, 14, 
and 19 because of certain informalities. Independent claims 1, 8 and 15 and the dependent 
claims 4-5, 1 1-12, 14, and 19 have been amended to use the term "continuous feedback signal" 
consistently. Claims 7, 14, and 19 have been amended to provide antecedent bases for the term 
"inductor." No new matter has been added. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 112 

The Office Action dated January 25th, 2005 rejected claims 5-6 and 12-13 under 
35 USC 1 12 as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. Applicant submits claims 5 and 12 are 
clear because, for example, figures 4 and 5 demonstrate how much current, if any, is supplied to 
light sensor Q31 from the signal at node FB (feedback). Applicant submits claims 6 and 13 are 
clear because, for example, figure 3 demonstrate resistor R31, which resistively couples the 
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driving signal (which is present at the anode of diode D3 1) to photosensor Q3 1. Accordingly, 
claims 5-6 and 12-13 are allowable. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

The Office Action dated January 25th, 2005 rejected claims 1-2, 5-6, 8-9, 12-13, 
15-16, and 18 under 35 USC 103 (a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,754,013 
("Praiswater") in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,1 18,992 ("Szuba"). Regarding claim 1, Praiswater in 
view of Szuba fails to or suggest producing a signal for driving backlighting in response to the 
continuous feedback signal such that the driving signal drives the backlighting in proportion to 
ambient light. Instead, Praiswater teaches away from the ambient light measurement by 
positioning photodiode 30 in the backlight cavity of the display and using [hidden] photodiode 
30 as the input to the optical feedback control system (3:38-40). (A manual adjustment is 
provided for the pilot to adjust the intensity: see Fig. 2, element 35). The purpose of the optical 
feedback control system is to maintain and the backlight intensity while compensating for 
variations due to temperature fluctuations and aging degradation (3:40-43). Having an exposed 
sensor would render the prior art unsuitable for its intended purpose. The optical feedback 
control system as taught by Praiswater cannot be used to measure ambient light because 
photodiode 30 is contained in the backlight cavity, which is protected from ambient light. 
Accordingly, Praiswater fails to teach or suggest an optical feedback control system that 
measures ambient light, and thus cannot drive the backlighting in proportion to ambient light. 

Additionally, the Office Action asserts that it would of been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to "have provided Praiswater 
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reference with means LS [for continuously measuring ambient light] so as to provide means for 
continuously measuring ambient light.' 5 Applicant traverses this assertion because the reasoning 
is circular and would cover almost any alteration contemplated by Praiswater and does not 
address why measuring ambient light would have been obvious. Additionally, there is nothing in 
either Praiswater or Szuba that would suggest using a feedback circuit to control a lighting 
circuit in response to ambient lighting conditions. There is no suggestion, other than applicant's 
own disclosure, to use a feedback circuit, which allows minimizing the operating voltage of a 
light sensor to conserve power (see specification, 4:l-2ff, and Table 1 on page 6) in low lighting 
conditions. Furthermore, applicant has shown in an embodiment in figure 3 a design using a 
feedback circuit that is optimized for minimal power consumption and component count 
(specification 6:27-28). Accordingly the rejection is improper and claims 1, 8, and 15 are 
allowable. 

Regarding claim 18, applicant traverses the assertion that the claimed method is 
inherent in the combination of Praiswater and Szuba for at least the reasons stated above. 
Dependent claims 9, 12-13, 16, and 18 are submitted to be allowable for at least the reasons by 
which the claims from which they depend are allowable. 

The Office Action rejected claims 3, 7, 10, 14, and 19 under 35 USC 103 (a) as 
being unpatentable over Praiswater and Szuba in view of U.S. Pub. No. 2004/0037094 
("Muegge"). Regarding claims 3 and 10, the Office Action asserts that it would of been obvious 
to one having ordinary skill in the art at the claim invention was made to have provided 
Praiswater and Szuba combination with the band gap voltage reference because a reliably stable 
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reference voltage would have been realized. Applicant traverses this assertion because there is 
nothing in any of the references that would suggest that the motivation for combined references 
is known outside the applicant's disclosure. Additionally, there is nothing in the references that 
would suggest the need for a reliably stable reference voltage to be used for producing the 
continuous feedback signal, which is produced ultimately in response to ambient light 
conditions. 

Regarding claims 14 and 19, applicant traverses the assertion that the claimed 
method is inherent in the combination of Praiswater, Szuba, and Muegge for at least the reasons 
stated above. Additionally, the dependent claims are submitted to be allowable for at least the 
reasons by which the claims from which they depend are allowable. 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, all pending claims are believed to be 
allowable and the application is in condition for allowance. Therefore, a Notice of Allowance is 
respectfully requested. Should the Examiner have any further issues regarding this application, 
the Examiner is requested to contact the undersigned attorney for the applicant at the telephone 
number provided below. 
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Respectfully submitted, 




Registration No. 48,982 
Direct Dial: 206.342.6289 

MERCHANT & GOULD P.C. 
P. O. Box 2903 

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55402-0903 
206.342.6200 
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